This paper moves beyond a conventional critique of Bravo's popular makeover show Queer Eye for the Straight Guy that focuses on gay stereotyping to consider how the show puts gay cultural expertise to work to reform a heterosexual masculinity that is compatible with the neoliberal moment. By analyzing 40 episodes of the show, in addition to a number of related texts, the author considers the newly public acknowledgement of gay taste and consumer expertise; the "crisis of masculinity" that requires that heterosexual men must now attend to their relationships, image, and domestic habitus; and the remaking of the straight guy into not only an improved romantic partner -the metrosexual -but a more flexible, employable worker. The author concludes by considering how camp deconstructs some of Queer Eye's most heteronormative aims, even while leaving its class and consumption rationales intact.
Queens for a Day 6 of a change in fortune. Queen for a Day's contestants appeared to be passive and grateful beneficiaries of a fleeting moment of middle class comfort and material security.
Queer Eye for the Straight Guy is also a makeover facilitated by placed products. Yet here the lower-middle and middle class makeover candidates are exhorted to actively work on themselves, to become self-making men. The show's hosts renovate the straight guy's home and clothing, but the real work must be accomplished by the guy himself. After he is instructed to work on his grooming, domestic skills, and self-esteem he must demonstrate that he has learnt his lessons by producing a dinner party or romantic meal under the careful surveillance of the show's hosts. Most episodes' missions either explicitly refer to heterosexual romance ("Operation Eligible Dad") or implicitly do so ("Dance the Night Away"). In order to fulfill this mission, five gay men "come to your house, belittle your wardrobe and decor, and proceed to turn both into a brighter reflection of the real you" (Goldstein, 2003) . The makeover experts are "food and wine connoisseur" Ted Allen, "grooming guru" Kyan Douglas, "design doctor" Thom Felicia, "fashion savant" Carson Kressley, and "culture vulture" Jai Rodriguez. These hosts are unabashedly gay, bringing a camp sensibility and homoerotic flirtation into the lives of the straight guys, whose responses range from gleeful pleasure to overt discomfort. The program suggests that after seeing themselves through a borrowed queer eye, these reformed heterosexuals will have had just enough training in romantic, female-friendly, hygienic living to function effectively in the straight world.
The shift from the Queen for a Day contestants' dependence on the beneficence of a television show to the Queer Eye candidates' active involvement in their personal transformation reflects profound social and cultural changes that occurred in the second half of the twentieth century as a result of shifts towards more "flexible" forms of capitalism (Andrejevic, 2004) . In Queens for a Day 7 both the United States and Western Europe industrial manufacturing gave way to the digital age, necessitating much greater adaptability to the demands of consumers, a knowledge economy for elite workers, a service economy for unskilled labor, the internationalization of manual labor, and a lack of job security for everyone. This economic phase demands its ideological helpmeet:
neoliberalism. Liberalism here is not a "doctrine or a practice of government" (liberalism versus conservatism) but critique of government itself in order to govern less, to govern "at a distance" (Barry, Osborne, & Rose, 1996, p. 8) . Welfare liberalism characterized mid-twentieth century public policy in the UK and much of Europe, and (with a less socialist philosophy) the New Deal of the 1930s through the Great Society of the 1960s in the US. Welfare liberalism involved greater government intervention in a range of activities hitherto believed to be the domain of private industry (such as energy production) and an expansion of programs and reforms that aimed to provide a social safety net. Yet, welfare liberalism came under attack from critics both on the left, who considered its social programs too interventionist in citizens' lives, and on the right, who argued that it posed too great an economic burden on both taxpayers and industry, and hindered entrepreneurial initiatives (Rose, 1996) .
The dismantling of welfare-oriented provisions in the UK and in the US (however insipid these were, even at their height) that began in the 1980s marks a new version of liberal philosophy: neoliberalism. This involves shifts from authoritarian government to individual responsibility; from injunction to expert advice; and from centralized government to quasigovernmental agencies and media, including television, as sources of information, evaluation, and reproach. Proponents of neoliberalism framed welfare liberalism as burdening citizens with a dependency on and obligations to the state, contrasting this burden with the benefits of choiceespecially consumer choice-and individual fulfillment.
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How does the neoliberal state, with its commitment to "govern society at a distance" (Barry et al., 1996, p. 14) , succeed in binding subjects to its fundamental cause-the willing participation of citizens in the generation of capital? Miller (1993) identifies "technologies of the self" as a range of strategies by which subjects can be governed at a distance, since these strategies "are applied by individuals [to themselves] as a means of transforming their conditions into those of a more autonomous sense of happiness" (xiv). Crucial in the shift towards neoliberalism is the partial replacement of external forms of government-both the expressly coercive (the police) and the apparently benign (social workers)-by internal forms, where success in the new labor marketplace becomes increasingly dependent on the ability to selfgovern (Rose, 1996) . McGee (2005) considers the recent growth of the self-help industry as a governmental technology that helps subjects adjust to the new conditions of flexible capitalism. "Changing economic circumstances-declining real wages and increased uncertainty about employment stability and opportunities-created a context in which constant self-improvement is suggested as the only reliable insurance against economic insecurity" (p. 13). Social mobility through personal transformation has been a powerful American myth since at least as far back as Horatio Alger's stories of "luck and pluck" in the 1860s. At the turn of the twenty-first century, however, both the demand for self-improvement and the industries offering instruction have proliferated (Miller & McHoul, 1998; Rimke, 2000) : McGee estimates the self-help industry to be worth $2.41 billion per year in the US alone. Further, reality television's proliferating subgenres have expanded the range of sites for neoliberal exhortations to improve the self (Hay, 2005; Illouz, 2003; McCarthy, 2005) . Ouellette (2004) sees court television shows such as Judge Judy as outsourcing governmental functions to mediated environments that "construct templates for Queens for a Day 9 citizenship that complement the privatization of public life, the collapse of the welfare state, and most important, the discourse of individual choice and personal responsibility" (p. 232). Like self-help literature, reality television shows are an intermediary, complementing and displacing government agencies as transmitters of cultural norms.
McGee (2005) 49). As flexible capitalism put pressure on men's employment and wages, more women were both free to and obliged to enter the workforce. Men, accustomed to being the sole or primary breadwinner, now compete with women for jobs and struggle with wives over the domestic division of labor (Faludi, 1999) . Faludi sees the "culture of ornament," in which men are increasingly judged according to their appearance, as evidence of a "crisis in masculinity" that new employment conditions have precipitated (p. 38).
Queer Eye, then, emerged as part of a larger response to the cultural needs and economic opportunities of flexible capitalism. "With social welfare programs all but dismantled, and with lifelong marriage and lifelong professions increasingly anachronistic, it is no longer sufficient to be married or employed; rather it is imperative that one remains marriagable and employable" (McGee, 2005, p. 12) . Queer Eye represents a departure from the genre norms of makeover shows and the gendered traditions of self-making. The cultivation of style and intimate Queens for a Day 10 relationships has traditionally been seen as facilitating upward social mobility more for women than for men, who are assumed to climb the social ladder through industry alone. Whereas Queen for a Day's contestants were impoverished, unlucky women, Queer Eye's candidates are middle class, incompetent, immature men. Queen for a Day's paternalistic, apparently heterosexual male host awarded material prizes; Queer Eye's makeover team provides a specifically gay expertise. Queen for a Day overwhelmed its winners with a fleeting moment of material abundance; Queer Eye's trains its candidates in creating a life of responsible and fulfilling citizenship through consumption. Queer Eye thus radically departs from the traditions of gendered self-improvement through its choice of experts, its candidates, and the project the show is designed to accomplish.
The Experts
Neoliberalism has been characterized as involving a shift from injunction to advice, where the authority hitherto exercised over citizens by governmental agencies "gives way to the private counsellor, the self-help manual and the telephone helpline, as practices whereby each individual binds themselves to expert advice as a matter of their own freedom" (Rose, 1996, p. 58) . The Fab Five's expertise comes in part from their work backgrounds: For example, fashion advisor Carson Kressley formerly worked for Polo Ralph Lauren, and cooking expert Ted Allen was a food writer for Esquire magazine (Y. Cole, 2003 ). Yet these career trajectories are less important in constructing the Fab Five's authority as style experts than the fact that they are openly and recognizably gay-in their speech and behavior, but most especially in their taste.
Queer Eye thus makes explicit the long association between gay men and the design, fashion, and grooming industries: in one episode Carson admires a former marine's ceremonial garb, asking, "Who says there are no gays in the military? Someone designed this uniform."
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Queer Eye's open recognition of gay style expertise reflects, first, the increasing visibility of gay and lesbian characters on United States television, and especially in reality television shows. Gross (2005) observes, "Whereas, as recently as the early 1990s, the inclusion of a gay character would typically be the focus of some dramatic 'problem' to be resolved, today, particularly for programs that aim at coveted younger viewers, it seems that the presence of gay people is a necessary guarantor of realism" (p. 520). Second, Queer Eye capitalizes on the development of the gay market since the 1970s (Sender, 2004) . The show deploys gay men's longstanding reputation not only as affluent but as having great taste in order court both gay consumers and heterosexuals who want to be associated with the positive attributes of the gay market.
Although all of Queer Eye's heterosexual candidates welcome their gay hosts' consumer expertise, some are nonetheless ambivalent about adopting what they perceive to be gay tastes, an ambivalence that provides much of the show's frisson. In one episode, food expert Ted Allen instructs Staten Island cop John Verdi how to make an Italian torta for a picnic with his girlfriend. After Ted describes a torta as "like a quiche," John appears to recoil. When his mother makes quiche he won't eat it. Evoking, if unintentionally, the 1980s satirical guide to manhood, "Real Men Don't Eat Quiche" (Feirstein, 1982) , the show suggests that for John to eat-let alone cook-quiche would intolerably compromise his masculinity. Ted reassures John that "it's not a quiche, it's an Italian quiche, a manly quiche ... a quiche with balls." Here Ted frames the feminized dish within a hypermasculine version of John's ethnic identity to redeem the quiche from effeminacy.
John's masculinity is bolstered not only by his Italianness but by his working class
background. Yet it is precisely this class position that compromises the potential for the Queens for a Day 12 makeover; according to the hosts, he needs to "elevate himself" to be a match for his "impossibly hot" girlfriend. Arguing that makeover shows in general dramatize "class mobility through proper consumption," Gamson (2005) points out that in Queer Eye this class mobility is assured through the association with gay upper class status: "if you become 'gayer,' you will become 'classier'" (p. 14). Fashion historian Shaun Cole traces the link between the upper classes, aestheticism, and same-sex passion back to Oscar Wilde. Because wealthy men were freer than working class men to be publicly gay in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, homosexuality and affluence are associated (S. Cole, 2000) . More recently, this association has been consolidated by inaccurate market research data that over-represent affluent gay respondents (Badgett, 1998) .
Queer Eye is less a show about class privilege, however, than about class mobility. None of the Fab Five comes from privileged a family background; rather, the hosts elevated themselves from modest beginnings by virtue of their gay tastes, and can instruct heterosexual men in those tastes to effect a similar class trajectory. Nowhere is this class instruction more apparent than in the ubiquitous advice to "jhooz"-the show's trademark neologism. According to the Queer Eye book, jhoozing "means taking something and tweaking it, fluffing it, nudging or finessing it to be a little more fabulous and fun" (Allen et al., 2004, p. 11) . However fabulous and fun it may be, joozhing has a serious side. As Paul Fussell (1992) notes, "laboring to present yourself as scrupulously clean and neat suggests that you're worried about status slippage and that you care terribly what your audience thinks, both low [class] signs. The perfect shirt collar, the too neatly tied necktie knot, the anxious overattention to dry cleaning-all betray the wimp" (p. 58). As part of this unstudied look, joozhing protects Queer Eye's lower-middle and middle class candidates from displaying their class position and aspirations toward upward mobility.
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In contrast to the hosts' nuanced instruction in class signifiers, Queer Eye's handling of racial difference seems awkward. Three men of color have appeared on the Fab Five team: James Hannaham, an African American who appeared only in the pilot episode; Blair Boone, also African American, who was replaced after two episodes; and Jai Rodriguez a Latino who replaced Boone. So prevalent is the value of multiculturalism among GLBT politics that the show was duty bound to cast at least one person of color as a host, yet it is striking that Hannaham, Boone, and Rodriguez have all been cast as the "Culture" expert. Advising the makeover candidates on matters of culture is arguably the most difficult of all the Fab Five's areas of expertise: "The other guys on the show have it easy," Rodriguez complains, whereas his job is complicated: "You can fix a guy's hair and tell him what clothes will enhance his physique, but how do you know what's happening inside? I've got to burrow into our straight guy's skull and figure out where his tastes could use some improving" (Allen et al., 2004, p. 209) . The Culture expert's primary function seems to be buying new CDs to replace the taste deficient straight guy's Billy Joel collection, or dispensing tickets to the opera or Broadway shows. As Muños (2005) writes, Queer Eye "assigns queers of color the job of being inane culture mavens, while the real economic work is put into the able hands of the white gays, who shop" (p. 102). The role of the culture expert is marginalized because it is amorphous, hard-todefine, and arguably impossible to accomplish successfully.
Further, whereas the Fab Five affirm the ethnic backgrounds of white candidates in food, mostly, but also in decor, clothes, and family relationships, Black and Latino candidates are instructed to follow predominantly white norms. In one episode, the hosts admire Jamaican American Rob Munroe's dreadlocks but mock his clothes. Commenting that a dashiki, lovingly stored in a dry cleaner's bag, "looks like a bridesmaid's dress from the 1970s," Carson observes, Queens for a Day 14 "The point is that you've got some great ethnic pieces that I want to work into an everyday wardrobe." Jai concurs: "He's got this cool cultural sensibility, but there's too much of it all at the same time." Too much "cultural sensibility" apparently means that this sensibility is too specifically "ethnic." The extent to which Rob's "ethnic pieces" survive in Carson's fashion makeover is extremely limited, amounting to pieces of mud-cloth glued into a belt buckle and sewn into a jacket yoke.
In matters of interior decor, Rob's taste is too specifically Jamaican. While out buying furniture, Thom comments to Rob: "A lot of this stuff [in the store], unlike your house, is from all over. There are things from Sri Lanka, the Philippines, Africa, all mixed in.... I want to bring together your photography, your love of ethnic furniture, and your respect for culture. I don't want you to get trapped in one area." The anxiety about being "too ethnic" or "too Jamaican"
does not extend to food, however: Ted teaches Rob to make a spicy Caribbean fish stew to lubricate the first meeting between his beloved godmother and his new girlfriend. The show's disavowal of Rob's "ethnic" tastes in decor and dress compared with its ready adoption of Caribbean cuisine makes sense within the show's two rationales: to sell tastes and things to audiences, and to remake the candidate into a more "presentable" straight guy. Whereas the audience may enjoy experimenting with "ethnic" food as a fleeting pleasure, and can thus be sold the fish stew recipe, they are less likely to adopt Rob's distinctively Afrocentric style in dress and decor. Such a racially marked style implies a retrograde identification with places and cultures past, hindering the progressive impulse towards the implicitly white cultural norms of self-improvement that the show demands. Queer Eye's radical departure from the norms of the makeover genre was to deploy gay men's skills, cultivated through decades of employment in the style trades, in making over Queens for a Day 15 straight men. But the hosts bring a class-specific and largely white expertise to the show, which affirms ethnic differences among white candidates but is less respectful of the cultural tastes of the people of color on the show. Yet, because the potency of the Fab Five's expertise comes from the long-standing association between gayness and high culture, affluence, and uppermiddle class taste, Queer Eye represents a significant cultural shift in the relations between experts and subjects in need of reform. After a long history in which gayness was considered medically and criminally pathological, here gay sexuality is not the problem that needs advice and adjustment. On the contrary, the Fab Five's gay taste and consumer expertise is precisely what qualifies them as makeover experts. The problem is the straight guy, whose heterosexual masculinity no longer equips him to court successfully.
The Candidates
Queen for a Day's makeover candidates epitomized the welfare liberal subject:
impoverished women whose bad luck and poor choices thrust them on the mercy not of the state but of a television show. Queer Eye offers very different makeover candidates: men, usually young and lower-middle class, who have failed to produce an adult self that can function in the world of heterosexual romance. In neoliberalism, subjects' "self-responsibility and self-fulfilling aspirations have been deformed by the dependency culture, [their] efforts at self-advancement have been frustrated for so long that they suffer from 'learned helplessness,' [and their] selfesteem has been destroyed" (Rose, 1996, p. 59 ). They do not need welfare handouts but "a whole array of programmes for their ethical reconstruction as active citizens" (p. 60). The subject in welfare liberalism is implicitly feminine, either women like those on Queen for a Day, or emasculated men dependent on the "nanny" state and for whom reform is possible only through a virile claiming of a self-authoring life.
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Much of the Fab Five's task involves identifying the makeover candidate's domestic shortcomings. The candidates' apartments are so messy or dirty that they are too embarrassed to invite dates over; the Fab Five gleefully point out the "DNA" on the sheets, pull the pornography from under the couch, observe the bathtub grime thick enough to write a name in. When Thom declares, "This is all the culture you have in your home, right here," he is referring the mold on a shower curtain. The candidates' limitations are also manifested in their appearance. Their clothes are scruffy, cheap, ill-fitting, or old-fashioned; their skin needs cleansing, exfoliating, and moisturizing; they have back hair, nose hair, and monobrows. Moreover, their romantic skills need buffing up. One straight guy is blamed for the "monogamy decline" after three years of living with his girlfriend, another hasn't remembered his wife's birthday in years.
The candidates' domestic and romantic shortcomings are diagnosed as largely a result of inadequate consumption. This leads to endless product placement sequences in which the hosts teach the usually baffled candidate not only what to buy, but how to use this dazzling array of new products. Queer Eye's training in correct consumption is ideally suited for the endless expansion of markets. As one journalist observed, straight men's "lack of sophistication may frustrate women and mystify gay men, but it surely drives the style industry nuts. We just don't primp, preen, moisturize or accessorize enough to open up new markets or boost bottom lines" (Shott, 2003) .
What is striking here is that it is heterosexual men who need training. The plethora of fashion, grooming, domestic, and self-help advice available to women in print and electronic media demonstrates how extensively women have been held responsible both for relationship maintenance and for consumption. Queer Eye is notable because it turns this set of expectations onto men. Goldstein (2003) argues that the show only makes sense because of "the newfound Queens for a Day 17 power of the female gaze. Now, it's not just women who dress to please; everyone is subject to objectification." For some critics, the culprit of this recent demand that men pay attention to themselves is feminism, which shifted gender roles and, consequently, standards of attractiveness. "Blame the feminists, or the idea that women don't need men anymore. Oh, they still want them, but the days when a woman's survival was intrinsically wrapped up in a man's attentions are long gone" (McQuaid, 2003, p. 19 ). McQuaid's is a particularly bitter interpretation of the rise of independent, postfeminist women characterized in Sex in the City, for example, who show that women no longer need men economically (in the early seasons, at least, they all had well-paying jobs), socially (they have each other), or sexually (they have the Rabbit capitalism has contributed to a destabilization of the nuclear family in the past thirty years, its survival simultaneously depends upon the family as a form of privatized welfare in the postwelfare era.
The de-racing of the men of color in the show-making Jamaican American Rob Monroe "less ethnic," Puerto Rican Philly Rojas "less hip hop"-may be a response to the even more precarious labor conditions for Black and Latino men than for white, lower middle class men. In a labor economy where the unemployment rate for African Americans is more than double the rate for Caucasians, racial signifiers may be dangerously associated with not "fitting" in the workplace.
ii If white men have to grow up and take responsibility in order to be both employable and good marriage material, men of color must add to this a tempering of their ethnic style.
Much of the criticism leveled at Queer Eye focused on its gay male hosts and the perpetuation of gay stereotypes, overlooking the extent to which the show's joke is on its makeover candidates: now straight white guys have to work harder, in the ways women and gay men have had to work, in order to get and keep their mate, their job, their class position. Men of color have to work harder still. The turn of the twenty-first century is not the first time that men have faced the crisis of authority that comes from being unable to provide for a family, but whereas during the Great Depression of the 1930s economic hardship was seen as resulting from forces beyond men's control, the current neoliberal ethos frames such hardship as a personal failing. And if it is a personal failing, it is also a personal responsibility to fix, through the ministrations of experts such as Queer Eye's Fab Five.
The camp eye
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Queer Eye, then, looks like a project for heterosexual dupes. But Queer Eye seems to exploit gay men too, as they make straight guys more marriageable at a time when same-sex marriage is not a constitutional right in the U.S., make them more employable when GLBT people have no federal employment protection, and expand consumer markets in the service of large corporations that may or may not care about their GLBT employees and consumers. Yet Queer Eye's queerness cannot be so easily folded into the grinding functionalism of a neoliberal analysis. As Henderson (2003) notes, the show's queer sensibility cannot be subsumed into a critique that emphasizes only exploitation and marginalization. The irony is that the queer eye that is the show's source of expertise is also the camp eye that undermines values fundamental to its project: class aspiration, gender conformity, and heteronormativity. Queer Eye's signature campness performs in excess of its pedagogical purpose, which helps to account both for its delightful effervescence and its progressive politics.
Richard Dyer defines camp less as a property of people, objects, or texts, than as a "way of looking at things" (Dyer, 2002, p. 52) . Nothing in the straight guys' homes is protected from The camp eye also sees that "roles, and, in particular, sex roles, are superficial-a matter of style" (Babuscio, 1984, p. 44) . In a hilarious moment of butch drag, Carson takes a waxing strip, covered with a candidate's copious back hair, and tucks it into his shirt to fashion a hairy chest. The show is also replete with moments that deconstruct the boundary between the apparently heterosexual and the possibly gay. Steven Smith asks whether the shoes he is trying on will "make me gay." As Carson leans around him to help him on with the shoes he retorts, "No, but this will," his pelvis in close proximity to Steven's ass. Contrary to an essentialized view of gender and sexuality, which holds that some people are masculine, others feminine, some inherently gay, and most are heterosexual, Queer Eye flirts with such cut and dried distinctions in ways that both the straight guys (for the most part) and the Fab Five seem to enjoy.
Camp also tempers the sober neoliberal emphasis on becoming a responsible adult. The
Fab Five often present themselves as playful and childlike, disrupting domestic order, trying on clothes, and playing with kids' toys. Camp distinguishes the straight guys' pathetic immaturity from the Fab Five's joyous playfulness. As Sontag (1966) writes, "Camp is playful, anti-serious.
More precisely, Camp involves a new, more complex relation to 'the serious.' One can be serious about the frivolous, frivolous about the serious" (p. 288). The Fab Five are not immature, even if they are at times childlike, because they know the "real adult" rules and when to apply them. "Rebuilding a better straight man" is important labor indeed, and the straight guys' love lives and careers depend upon it, but delivering training in playful ways is precisely what makes the training bearable and the show watchable. The Fab Five are playful in the serious task of the Queens for a Day 29 makeover, but they are also serious about what is conventionally held to be frivolous. Engaging in the frivolous is now a necessity, not only for women and queers, but for straight men too.
The camp eye thus dislocates the straight guy's usual perspective, forcing him to see himself from a different point of view. The hosts capitalize on this shift in order to improve relations between straight and gay men. Co-producer David Collins has remarked, "gay guys, straight guys, they may do things a little different in the bedroom, but in the end, they're just guys. They just want to feel good about themselves, and confident" (Morago, 2003) . Importantly, the realm of consumption is situated in the show as the ideal place to enact this new kind of male bonding. Kyan and Andrew Lane discuss the possibilities of gay-straight male friendship while having their nails done. Kyan assures Andrew: "It's fun-building bridges, one manicure at a time." By "building bridges" between heterosexual and gay men through new forms of consumption, Fab Five reverse the homophobic hostilities of the schoolyard-not for their own benefit, but because straight men need them to.
Queer Eye promotes a very different personal transformation from the Queen for a Day model. The earlier makeover show features the paternalistic attentions of a heterosexual male host, prizes, overwhelmed women, the transitory nature of the promotion to "queen," and the overarching frame of luck (bad and good). In contrast, Queer Eye's Fab Five offer brotherly advice and placed products to help incompetent heterosexual men become "entrepreneurs of themselves" (Rose, 1990, p. 230) . Through a lifetime of self-monitoring, self-improvement, and consumption, the straight guys produce themselves as viable commodities on the labor and marriage markets. Yet along with the constitution of better boyfriends, better consumers, and better workers, the show promotes changing ideas about gender and sexuality, and especially about relations between gay and straight men, that cannot be collapsed into a functionalist 
